Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District WRP Advisory Committee August 5, 2010 NOTES

Desired Outcomes

· Consensus  (or not) on recommendations for the HBMWD Board (done)
· Agreement on changes to the final report (done)
· Agreement on what to present to Board, how, and by whom on Aug. 12  (done)

· Understanding of next steps and schedule to evaluate WRP (done)
· List of lessons learned from participating in WRP (done)
· Made "honorable closure" (done)
Recommendations

Non-consensus on B3. Build a pipeline

· Insert "did not reach consensus. See bullet points below" into matrix in report

· Some argue it doesn't meet the threshold of maintaining local control

· It was controversial in public and AC meetings

· In final report—have explanatory notes regarding why no   consensus

Pro's

· Pipeline represents most efficient (less of a carbon footprint) transport of water; opens massive economic  bridge (NCRA), economic viability channel to this county

· Start the preliminary research…It's a long-term project so Board should look at feasibility

· Economics—best opportunity to sell lot of water

· There's value in the plan itself. Having it in the plan may be good even if it never happens. (Is this a better option than de-sal for other municipalities?)

· Potential to deliver water in southern parts of Humboldt County. Not available with other options

· Creates a lot of jobs

Con's

· Requires lots of money to build and maintain

· Local control: (1) if we develop pipeline, we will have to deliver water for a long time in order to pay for infrastructure; (2) If someone else builds pipeline, we'd be obligated to serve, i.e., long-term commitment to deliver water

· Environmental cost of delivering water

· Environment and geology of unstable Eel River canyon—high cost requiring bond measure to pay for it, burden on tax payers

· Political issue of dealing with NCRA—who is incrementally doing EIR for railway. It's an unsustainable (environmental and economic) project and may not be worth it for board to invest resources into unsustainable project

· Difficulty to turn off the tap

· Don't like to move water to another community that is not using water sustainably (principle)

· Not a lot of support for this from public, if there was some support, it was less than those against it

· On the other hand, if we don't do something, we'll lose control

· The only thing that made it palatable for some was stopping the diversion to the Russian River

· Pipeline not necessarily link to railroad, could be linked to 101 right of way

· Connection to NCRA right of way could bed what's causing the reservations. Suggestion: consider alternate routes

C1. In-stream flows

· Could be a by-product of other options

· Could we take a first pass look at whether this is feasible

· Subtle distinction between passively pursue (3rd party funds studies, start immediately but not by spending money on it) and immediately pursue (fund studies ourselves)

· It's going to have to be researched. The sooner we do it, the better

· In-stream flow presents no economic benefits

· It could help protect the permit

· Agreement to move C1. to "Immediately pursue"

Final Report

· Final draft will be put together so Sheri can do final edits on Monday

· Will be sent to Board on Monday

· Signatures needed. District will get all of the ones it can below except for Pete that Bill will get

· Jacqueline

· Michelle & Jana

· Dennis Mayo

· Mark

· Jim

· Pete

Board Presentation

3:00-5:00 on Thursday, August 12. Q & A after each section

	What
	Who
	How long

	Thank the Board, huge risk, huge opportunity

· Flavor of AC meetings: tone, dynamics


	Bill
	10 mins.



	Summary of public input process (# of people, success of micro-tables, summary of evaluation)


	Sheri (?)
	15 mins.

	Achievements (highlights of section 3)


	Dave V.
	10 mins.

	Recommendations (especially one-page summary of public response on transport option)


	Michelle (?) (Jacqueline?)
	25 mins.

	Personal comments from AC members


	All
	10 minutes


Evaluation of WRP

· Sends edits for survey to Mary by COB Friday. Survey will be posted on website on Monday

· Email out to public meeting participants. Send names and emails addresses of people who were at public meetings to Sherrie Sobol.

· Include mention of evaluation in press release regarding Board meeting

Lessons learned

· The Board trusted the AC process. Relinquished control. Very important.

· Given proper process format, diverse public input can be very useful top governing bodies. A constructive outcome

· Impressed by public's constructive attitude/role, especially once they saw legitimacy of process

· There are potentially issues where this process could have blown up. The subject matter lent to the success. There were not big losers for our issue

· I would have been pleased/impressed with more public participation. A different outreach that would have brought more people out?

· Had higher hopes that more people would turn out since water is such a critical issue

· With people being so busy, government isn't a big pull unless there is a big problem. Lots of people keeping tabs on this process but not attending meetings. (Following website, news paper) Turn out for public meetings was very high compared to normal Board meetings

· People who perceive themselves as "majority" don't show. It's those in the minority that turn out

· If things are going well, people are less inclined to show up for meetings

· You can raise understanding of critical issues in the community without individual direct involvement in the process

· People got to talking about what "we" are going to do about it rather than just what the District would do

· District staff's patience with public to help them get up to speed, gave them what they needed

· Outreach to stakeholders groups was successful part of process, stimulated thoughtful discussions

· Rules for staff/AC/Board to listen to public was crucial

· Appears to be substantial number  of people following process, increased understanding of issue

· With the correct process, an incredibly diverse group of people can find common ground

· This process could actually work on other more contentious issues, e.g., land use

· People don't talk in large groups. Small groups  work, combined  with good  listening and recording

· Were able to get to trade-off discussion

· Got input/recording at small tables. Important without influence of facilitators

· Willingness to do educational, unbiased presentations, enabled trust building

· Flexibility/latitude given to AC by Board. It was important part of making this work

· AC created public process. Investment was key

· Transparent flavor to everything—posting materials on website

· District is in a very unique position, a goldmine of a resource in the arid west

· Public officials found our situation fascinating

· There is a public perception that majority opinion does not get heard. You get what you put into it

· Public processes—extortionary element with threat of lawsuits can hang over it

· This process was wonderful, not as emotionally challenging as other, e.g., fishing

· Phenomenal staff support

· There's nothing like education. People want to be helpful, not yell at you

· It's been great. The hard work is what's ahead…what the Board decides to do with it

· As Board takes up certain options, more negative people may show up. But process and report will help with naysayers

Honorable closure

· Gratitude for learning process

· Inspired by finding common ground where I didn't think there would be

· Frustrated about attendance. People who aren't here, their voice is heard same as those present

· Challenged by level of time commitment

· Grateful that I was right about this process working!

· Happy with times we worked through consensus

· Generosity of AC accommodating/trusting/open to Board members being on AC

· Only sent is from lack of attendance from certain members. Will try hard to ensure that doesn't go awry

· Grateful for hard work, friendliness, integrity that's gone into process, makes deliberative process for Board easier

· Learned more about Mad River, water

· Interpersonal stuff challenged me

· Gratitude for being part of process on inside

· Enlightening and fulfilling experience

· Thankful for AC. The effort put in was mind boggling

· Thankful to Carol, Mary, Sheri, Kerry, Heather. Made my AC job easier

· Thankful for rest of AC, learned a lot from different points of view, friends with people I never thought I'd find consensus with 

· Challenge—lots of time committed but worth it

· Would have liked stronger commitments from people who didn't show up

· Mary supported us from every angle: pushed, prodded, held us!

· Gratitude: it was an honest, monumental effort to chart the course for the future. Represents the larger community voice

· Most rewarding professional experience I've had (not without its challenges!). We work together well to provide services but I get paid to do it. The Board took a leap of faith. The Board commitment and other volunteers' time commitment was outstanding

· Given time, talents, relationships with constituent groups. It's immeasurable. Gives us a platform to chart the next course

· Mary's knowledge, know-how, technical expertise

· Client Hall of Fame—feel honored and privileged to work with you. Grateful for trust extended to work with District

· Decency was heartwarming but also helped AC get to where it is: good solutions

· Commitment to improving public processes has increased because of what you've been able to accomplish

Attendees

Advisory Committee members present: Vern Frost, David Lindberg, Dennis Mullins, Bruce Rupp, Kaitlin Sopoci-Belknap, Bill Thorington, Dave Varshock

Members absent: Jacqueline Debets, Michelle Fuller, Dennis Mayo, Pete Nichols, Jim Smith, Mark Wheetely, Sheri Woo

Staff present: Heather Equinoss, Mary Gelinas, Carol Rische
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